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The following comments are further to the February 1, 2006 Interview between the 
Examiner and the undersigned Applicant's Representative, and are also submitted in response to 
the February 15, 2006 Notice of Allowance issued in the above-referenced patent application. 

In the February 1, 2006 Examiner's Interview, claim 7 of the present application was 
discussed. The Applicant agreed to a proposed amendment to claim 7 as set forth in the 
Examiner's Amendment dated February 2, 2006. No particular prior art was discussed in the 
Examiner's Interview. 

In the Reasons for Allowance, the Examiner provides reasons for the allowance of claims 
1-3, 5, 7-13, and 15-18. The Applicant respectfully submits that the reasons for allowance do not 
accurately characterize a number of the allowed claims, and do not set forth all of the reasons 
why the claims of the present application are allowable. 


Sir: 


-1- 


In the reasons for allowance, the Examiner paraphrases independent claims 1,5,7, 9, and 
1 1 of the present application. However, this paraphrased description of claims 1, 5, 7, 9, and 1 1 
fails to completely describe and/or mischaracterizes some of the claimed elements and features. 
For example, claim 1 1 does not call for the limitation of "the wall positioned to block access into 
the cavity of the housing", as suggested by the Examiner. As another example, claim 7 does not 
call for u an aperture [having] a twisted or spiral shape" as also suggested by the Examiner. The 
Applicant respectfully submits that claims 1-3, 5, 7-13, and 15-18 are allowable based upon the 
combination of elements and features claimed in claims 1-3, 5, 7-13, and 15-18, rather than upon 
a characterization of claims 1, 5, 7, 9, and 1 1 as set forth in the reasons for allowance. 

Furthermore, each of claims 1-3, 5, 7-13, and 15-18 include other elements, features, and 
combinations of elements and features that patentably distinguish the claims from the prior art. 
The Applicant respectfully submits that each of claims 1-3, 5, 7-13, and 15-18 are separately 
patentable based upon the combinations of features and elements (and relationships thereof) 
claimed in claims 1-3, 5, 7-13, and 15-18 rather than upon any one feature, element, sub- 
combination of features and/or elements, or operational description as indicated in the reasons 
for allowance. 
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